Union, and against starvation wages, the national debt, the New Poor Law, a standing army, the 1839 Constabularies Act, the civil list and class bias in the administration of justice. The 1842 petition also enumerated a range of other grievances, including 'monopolies of the suffrage, of paper money, of machinery, of land, of the public press, of religious privileges, of the means of travelling and transit, and a host of other evils too numerous to mention, all arising from class legislation'. This gives something of the flavour of Chartism, a mass movement the character and objectives of which continues to attract considerable historiographical energy. The 'Lovett versus O'Connor' dichotomy is rooted not only in a particular reading of the empirical data available concerning Chartism, but also in the ideological context in which most twentieth-century historians of the movement worked, especially Hovell. 3 'and probably one-sided on that account'. 21 Beer was very far from doctrinaire, however, and his attentiveness to the intellectual formation of radical thought was a trait that Hovell very much shared. In The Chartist Movement he spoke warmly of
Beer's 'excellent' (32) and 'careful research' (91). Hovell was, however, never able to access three American studies of specialist aspects of Chartism, published in 1916. 22 The Chartist Movement was therefore without precedent in English. It was also meticulously researched and its findings thoughtfully contextualised. Hovell saw
Chartism as clearly situated in radical political responses to the industrial revolution.
He was careful both to delineate the main features of the latter (whose 'critical years'
he argued were 1815-40) and to outline the evolution of 'anti-capitalist economics and social revolutionary theory' in Britain from the 1770s to the inception of Chartism. He commenced with a fresh and analytical account of the intellectual, economic and social origins of Chartism. There then followed a chronological treatment of the movement up to the second National Petition presented in May 1842. In all his original manuscript supplied sixteen chapters and 258 printed pages. 23 It is inconceivable that Hovell would have completed his history in a mere fifty-three printed pages as Tout did. Nor would he necessarily have presented all of the movement's history from the summer of 1842 as a narrative of decline. Judging by the extent of his notes, written in a strikingly neat hand on hundreds of carefully indexed slips of paper, Hovell had intended to cover the movement's history at least to 1851. 24 8
In all probability Hovell's history, had he completed it, would have been around half as long again as the book that finally appeared. In a letter to Tout on 7
June 1915, Hovell wrote of being 'fully half way through the first draft' and he appears to have continued to work on it until he was transferred to Chelsea Barracks in the autumn for adjutancy training (or as he ruefully described it, 'to be prussianised'). 25 At that point his narrative stopped just short of the July- that related the Association's genesis to 'the dread years which followed Peterloo'.
34
The effect of such deletions may seem minimal, but they served to dilute Hovell's clear perception that the LWMA was rooted in a longer tradition of political agitation.
Also, by detaching the Association's prehistory from Peterloo, a message is silently This added moral authority, un-anticipated by Hovell when he put aside his manuscript, was emphasised by contemporary reviewers. All mentioned the circumstances of his death; several referred to him by his military rank throughout. 37 The book in and of itself assumed a physical status as 'a fitting memorial', 'a striking memorial' and 'a worthy monument to a true patriot'. Only one other journal, the Socialist Review criticised the book (perhaps predictably given that it was published by the Independent Labour Party) taking issue both with
Hovell's 'academic exactitude' and his 'barren judgment' that Chartism's 'tendency to hark back to the Bible and to Christianity as a basis of political and social practice'
was one of its most interesting features. 46 All other reviews (and there are over thirty of them) eulogised the book. The young Raymond Postgate, until recently a Conscientious Objector, uniquely criticised Tout's concluding chapter, dismissing it as 'superficial in the extreme'. Yet in his review, which appeared in the Scottish
[Marxist] Socialist Labour Party's journal, Postgate was adamant that Hovell's own work was 'above criticism'.
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For several reviewers the book's depiction of 'the evil spirit of an excellent movement', as one newspaper summarised it, was a conspicuous virtue. 48 Hovell's book was critical in reconstituting Lovett for a twentieth-century readership as a When the liberties of a million people are prostrated to the dust at the will of a grasping, despicable minority -when an attempt is made to destroy their representative rights, the only existing bond of allegiance, the only power through which laws can be justly enforced, is broken. Then has the time arrived when society is dissolved into its original elements. Hovell's work for the press. West read both 'the whole manuscript' and the proofs, 'correcting errors, resolving doubts, and … advising as to the form the publication was to take'. 54 Given this, plus the broader political context within which both men had pursued their research, it is hardly surprising that both books had, as West told
Tout, 'some points of complete agreement'. 55 Hovell, though, had the advantage over West of being published by a university press; West, on the other hand, was published by a commercial house (Constable) with a weak list in modern history. West's book was never reprinted (until a 1968 facsimile) and is far less well-known as a result.
However, it has the distinct merit of having been conceptualised and completed by its Mindful, perhaps of the circumstances of the book's production, as well as the depth of the research on which it was based, Rothstein reserved his harshest criticism for
West's history, 'a piece of supercilious and ignorant humbug worthy of the school of which he was such a promising a disciple'. However, Rothstein's work was barely noticed by reviewers and had very little impact before the 1950s. 
